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Title: micro-Business Community Responsibility in Australia – approaches, 
motivations and barriers. 
Suzanne Campin, Jo Barraket & Belinda Luke 
 
Micro and small businesses contribute the majority of business activity in most developed 
economies. They are typically embedded in local communities and therefore well placed to 
influence community wellbeing. While there has been considerable theoretical and empirical 
analysis of corporate citizenship and corporate social responsibility (CSR), the nature of micro-
business community responsibility (mBCR) remains relatively under-explored. This article 
presents findings from an exploratory study of mBCR that examined the approaches, motivations 
and barriers of this phenomenon. Analysis of data from 36 semi-structured interviews with micro-
business owner-operators in the Australian city of Brisbane revealed three mBCR approaches, 
suggesting an observable mBCR typology. Each mBCR type was at least partly driven by 
enlightened self-interest (ESI). In addition to a pure ESI approach, findings revealed ESI 
combined with philanthropic approaches and ESI combined with social entrepreneurial 
approaches. The combination of doing business and doing good found amongst participants in this 
study suggests that many micro-business owner-operators are supporters of their local 
communities, and therefore driven by more than profit. This study provides a fine-grained 
understanding of micro-business involvement in community wellbeing through a lens of 
responsible business behaviour. 
 
Keywords 
Micro-business, micro-business community responsibility, small business social responsibility, 
social entrepreneurship.  
 
Abbreviations 
BID    Business Improvement District 
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CSR    Corporate Social Responsibility 
ESI    Enlightened self-interest 
mBCR   Micro-Business Community Responsibility 
SBSR   Small Business Social Responsibility 
SCIP    Suburban Centre Improvement Project 
 
Introduction 
Through their support of communities, businesses demonstrate an acceptance of the 
responsibilities they have to the societies in which they operate (Australian Council of Social 
Service, 2005; Crane, Matten and Spence, 2008, p. 1).  Some of these responsibilities are specified 
formally in the letter of the law. Legal requirements on business, however, often capture only a 
sub-set of corporate social responsibility (CSR), small business social responsibility, (SBSR) and 
micro-business community responsibility (mBCR) activities. Yet, some businesses go further than 
legal obligations to meet what Carroll (1991, p. 45) describes as the spirit of the law, where they 
embrace much wider business involvement in community wellbeing.  
 
Today, many small businesses in parts of the world integrate responsibilities to community 
wellbeing so extensively into their operations that the distinction between compulsory and 
discretionary responsible business behaviour is often blurred or has little meaning (Aggarwal, 
2007; Barraket and Crozier, 2008; Blundel, Spencer and Zerbinati, 2008; Crane et al., 2008; 
Emerson, 2006)1. Emerson (2006) identifies this multiple commitment to otherwise disparate 
economic, social and environmental values within corporations as ‘blended value creation’.  
 
Local businesses typically provide many economic, social and environmental benefits to their 
communities, including local employment, gathering places and access to arts and culture (Healy, 
2007, p.14; House of Commons, 2006, p. 6; Jacobs, 1961). These contributions to community 
                                                 
1 In a number of countries, emergent forms of ‘social business’ legal structure, such as community 
interest companies in the UK and L3Cs in the United States, support the integration of business and 
social purpose. 
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wellbeing often reflect the priorities and uniqueness of a local area (Mitchell, 1999, p. 18; 2008, p. 
73; Coca-Stefaniak, Parker, Quin, Rinaldi and Byrom, 2009, p. 74).  Further, research suggests 
that small and micro-businesses are active in philanthropic giving (Australian Council of Social 
Service, 2005, p. 29).  
 
As well as being active contributors to community wellbeing, micro-businesses are ubiquitous in 
developed countries (Courrent and Gundolf, 2009, p. 750; Muske, Wood, Swinney and Khoo, 
2007).  Micro-businesses are the most prolific of all businesses and thus play a significant 
economic and social role in communities worldwide. In Australia, nearly 96% of all businesses 
are small, commonly defined as having less than 20 employees (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 
2007a; Holmes and Gibson, 2001, p. 9). Australian micro-businesses, or those having less than 
five employees, represented 89% of all small businesses and provided 17% of national 
employment as at June 2008 (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2007a; 2007b; Department of 
Innovation, Industry, Science and Research, 2010). Of the total 2.2 million micro-businesses in 
Australia, just over two-thirds (67.5%) are home-based.  
 
While there has been considerable theoretical and empirical analysis of corporate citizenship and 
CSR, the nature of mBCR remains relatively under-explored. Research to date on small and large 
businesses largely presupposes the owner-operator or manager fulfils purely business functions, 
rather than acting as a person connected to their communities of influence, whether local, wider 
geographical or virtual. This study sought to understand how the very small size of micro-
businesses might be part of a phenomenon quite different to that created between larger businesses 
and their stakeholders. Accordingly, this research focused on micro-business owner-operators to 
examine the research question of ‘What are the approaches, motivations and barriers of micro-
business owner-operators to mBCR?’. As micro-business owner-operators are the majority of 
business owner-operators in developed countries, this insight into Australian micro-business 
owner-operator involvement with their communities may provide a valuable starting point for an 
international interest in this field. 
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The involvement of micro-businesses with communities was researched as a form of responsible 
business behaviour manifested locally as community involvement of various types.  Findings from 
interviews with 36 micro-business owner-operators reveal three distinct mBCR types, with 
implications for other businesses, community groups and governments agencies seeking to 
involve micro-businesses in community wellbeing.  
 
A review of social responsibility within business 
Despite their sheer numbers, their spread and their consequent potential impact on local 
communities, little research has been undertaken to understand approaches, motivations and 
barriers to mBCR. Understanding what factors encourage and hinder the valuable social roles 
played by micro-businesses provides an important foundation for developing stronger community 
ties, and establishing an environment conducive to accommodating and further promoting such 
activity. 
 
As early as 1953, Bowen wrote one of the most cited seminal works on what he described as the 
social responsibilities of the businessman.  Since then, academic literature on the social and 
environmental responsibilities of business has grown significantly and forms the basis of many 
extensive texts (Crane and Matten, 2004; Crane et al., 2008; Lepoutre and Heene, 2006, p. 257). 
The bulk of empirical research on business citizenship has, however, focussed on large businesses, 
and is mirrored to a large degree in public policy frameworks. In the Australian context, for 
example, a recent review of the CSR regulatory framework made no mention of smaller 
businesses (Anderson and Landau, 2006). Further, where there have been recent reviews on what 
can be done to encourage responsible business behaviour in Australia, these have targeted large 
businesses aimed at strengthening the accountability of directors to shareholders (Corporations 
and Markets Advisory Committee, 2005).  
 
Theorising SBSR 
 Page 5 
A number of studies have sought to build theory of mBCR and SBSR by investigating reasons for 
small business or micro-business establishment and related micro-business objectives (Chell and 
Baines, 2000; Greenbank, 2001; Gryzb, 2006; Lange and Fenwick, 2008; Madden, Scaife and 
Crissman, 2006) and the ethical outlook of micro-business owner-operators (Blundel, Spence and 
Zerbinati, 2011; Courrent and Gundolf, 2009; Dawson et al., 2002; Quinn, 1997; Spence, 2004; 
Spence and Rutherfoord, 2001; Spence and Schmidpeter, 2003; Tilley, 2000). Other studies have 
sought to understand small business views of support to their local communities based on business 
benefits or perceived responsibilities (Besser, 1999; Besser and Miller, 2001; Besser, Miller and 
Perkins, 2006; Kilkenny, Nalbarte and Besser, 1999; Niehm, Swinney and Miller, 2008).  Some 
studies have investigated motives for participation in business networking, the elements of micro-
business partnerships and the relationship between types of collective initiatives and types of 
cooperation (Gundolf and Jaouen, 2005; Jaouen and Gundolf, 2009).  However, there has been 
little research of mBCR that does not assume community involvement is based primarily on self-
interest or views of business responsibility. In addition, although micro-businesses have been 
included in studies of small businesses, such research has rarely separately identified findings 
specifically for micro-businesses (Greenbank, 2001; Gryzb, 2006; Lange and Fenwick, 2008; 
Quinn, 1997). Hence, in the absence of mBCR literature, this study built on the body of 
knowledge derived from SBSR to inform a conceptualisation of mBCR.  
 
Frameworks of SBSR 
Potential theoretical frameworks for SBSR on which mBCR frameworks might build are few. 
Scholars argue that, despite the growing literature on SBSR, this area of research has not yet been 
shaped into a coherent theoretical framework (Lepoutre and Heene, 2006; Madden et al., 2006; 
Spence and Rutherfoord, 2003; Thompson and Smith, 1991) and that the difficulty of doing so is 
compounded by the heterogeneity of small businesses.  
 
Academic research has categorised small business owner-operators in a myriad of ways 
(Greenbank, 2001; Lepoutre and Heene, 2006), but not often as community builders. Spence and 
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Rutherfoord (2001) developed a business ethics framework based on social role priorities between 
profit maximisation and social activity. Spence (2004) described small business owner-operator 
relationships with those in their wider communities as a mix of intrinsic and extrinsic friendships, 
and identified the strong influence of reciprocity on these relationships. Lange and Fenwick 
(2008) provide a moral vision continuum to describe SBSR approaches. Besser and Miller (2001) 
identified clusters of approaches towards responsible business behaviour based on the relationship 
between business success and social responsibility.  Carroll and Buchholtz (2006, p. 35) describe 
responsible business behaviour as a mix of responsibilities that are economic, legal, ethical and 
philanthropic in nature. Emerson (2006) suggests all organisations aim at a blend of commercial, 
environmental and social values.  
 
Lange and Fenwick (2008) describe a range of factors that underpin SBSR practice including: (1) 
fiduciary responsibilities, (2) transactional demands to compensate local communities for the 
business gains made, (3) deontological ethical positions on the duties that accompany membership 
of a society including honesty, justice and respect, (4) teleological, utilitarian ethical positions that 
support behaviour that will provide the greatest benefits to the greatest number, and (5) demands 
for the virtuous behaviour assigned to a good corporate citizen (Coelho, McClure and Spry, 2003; 
Lahdesmaki, 2005; Lange and Fenwick, 2008).  Small businesses have been found to take 
different, often mixed, responsible business behaviour approaches in response to these factors 
(Cole, Sirgy and Bird, 2000; Dawson et al., 2002; Lahdesmaki, 2005; Spence and Rutherfoord, 
2001). Lepoutre and Heene (2006) provide a detailed summary of the impact of firm size on 
SBSR over four decades. Based on their extensive review of SBSR literature they suggest a four-
part grouping of factors driving SBSR being issue, personal, organisational and contextual. These 
four groupings were explored for their application to micro-business owner-operators and are 
briefly outlined next. 
 
Issue factors of SBSR 
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Researchers have described the issues faced by small firms and the factors that drive their decision 
making as different to those of large business (Curran and Blackburn, 2001, p. 5; Spence, 1999, p. 
172; Spence and Rutherfoord, 2001, p. 127). Based on the close personal attachments to their 
staff, customers and local community, many small business owner-operators don’t experience 
fewer issues but rather, they experience different ones with deeper social connections (Spence, 
1999). This close connectivity of personal and business ethics has been found to either block 
possibilities of business involvement with their communities from the outset or enable quick and 
easy enactment of the knowledge and vision the business stands for (Hannafey, 2003).  Citing 
research by the Observatory of European SMEs (2002), Cornelius et al. (2008) argue that 
community based responsible business behaviour activities are often well developed in SMEs. In 
addition, from their analysis of the Giving Australia Report (Australian Council of Social Service, 
2005), Sargeant and Crissman (2006) conclude that although the perceived benefits for giving, 
whether money, skills, time or other involvement, vary by company size, smaller businesses are 
more likely to give to a range of different issues, beyond strategic or profit-making.   
 
Others purport many small businesses are not well exposed to, and therefore not aware of, the 
deep social challenges within their communities (Bowen, 2000; Lepoutre and Heene, 2006; 
Observatory of European SMEs, 2002). Of 631,600 businesses in Australia not involved in 
community projects for example, the Giving Australia Report (Australian Council of Social 
Service, 2005) found that 40% had not thought of it, and 25% simply hadn’t been asked to be 
involved with community projects. Scholars argue that non-involvement can in part be explained 
by the fact that some small business owner-operators believe that due to size, their influence on 
social and environmental challenges is negligible and therefore of little point (Holland and 
Gibbon, 1997; Petts, Herd, Gerrard, and Horne, 1999; Schaper, 2002).  
 
Where small businesses are involved with their communities, a significant body of literature refers 
to a strong preference of small business owner-operators to fund local projects suggesting that 
local issues and close geographic proximity may be drivers of SBSR (Madden et al., 2006; 
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Medway, Warnaby, Bennison and Alexander, 2000; Shaw and Carter, 2007). Medway et al. 
(2000) researched the reasons for involvement by retailers in voluntary, local area improvement 
programs in the UK. They compared the reasons for involvement of larger chain stores and small 
independents (many of them sole operators) and found that many small independents explain their 
desire to be involved based on intense moral issues related to the local area, including wanting 
their communities to remain diverse and inclusive. The smaller independents were found to be 
more philanthropic and voluntarily involved because they saw themselves as part of the 
geographic communities where they were based, and therefore part of the solution to local 
community challenges. However, in one of the few studies specifically on the influence of 
proximity on micro-business, the commonality of geographical place alone was found to be not 
enough to motivate individual businesses to be involved with their communities and with each 
other (Courrent and Gundolf, 2009). 
 
Jones’ (1991, p. 372) seminal work highlights the importance of intensity in business decision-
making, where the higher the intensity of a moral issue, the more likely action will result. The 
intensity of an issue has been found to be influenced by six factors namely, the magnitude of 
consequences, social consensus, probability of effect, temporal immediacy, proximity and 
concentration of effect (Jones, 1991). Issue intensity is typically higher for small businesses in 
regard to their immediate stakeholders including employees, customers and suppliers, and on 
issues that involve loyalty, openness, honesty, fairness in contracts and agreements and pricing 
issues (Humphreys, Robin, Reidenbach and Moak, 1993; Lahdesmaki 2005; Vitell, Dickerson and 
Festervand, 2000; Vyakarnam, Bailey, Myers and Burnett, 1997).  
 
Smith and Sparks (2000) for example, found the type of location in which small businesses with 
less than 10 employees operate is an important factor in the involvement of small businesses in 
local issues. Approaches to involvement in addressing social challenges vary amongst small 
businesses, depending on whether they are located in suburban shopping centres, neighbourhood 
shopping centres, village retailing, isolated single shops or secondary urban streets. Owner-
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operators in village and more isolated settings for example often take on greater social roles 
reflecting the two intensifiers of both connectivity to people and proximity to place. Ultimately 
however, micro-business owner-operators call the community home, suggesting connectivity to 
both the local place and people may be an intensifier of mBCR (Muske et al., 2007). 
 
In the context of Australia (Australian Council of Social Service, 2005), the importance of 
temporal immediacy in deciding on business involvement in community wellbeing has also been 
identified as an important intensifier in mBCR. The Giving Australia Report (Madden et al., 2006) 
identified the preference of Australian businesses to contribute early to community projects to 
avoid problems rather than supporting rectification strategies once problems had developed. 
Madden et al. (2006) also highlight authenticity as an issue intensifier that discourages business 
involvement where business owner-operators perceive business support may not be used wisely.  
 
Individual owner-operator factors of SBSR 
The literature on SBSR points to both personality and beliefs as key determinants in ethical 
business decision-making by individual owner-operators as considered further below. 
 
Personality 
Personality-determined typologies have been developed around traits such as the need for 
achievement and an individual’s locus of control (de Vries, 1977; McClelland, 1961; Schaper, 
2005). Scholars have typified many small business owner-operators as fiercely independent 
people who prefer to work alone and have a reluctance to engage in any behaviour which might 
lead to a dependence on others or be seen as such (Curran and Blackburn, 1994, p. 172). Lange 
and Fenwick (2008:53) found small business owner-operators committed to responsible business 
behaviour prefer autonomy to collective business action as it gives them complete control of their 
involvement in community wellbeing.  Small business owner-operators seek control of their time, 
greater flexibility for their personal and family life, and the freedom to adapt their own approach 
to their work (Shane, Kolvereid and Westhead, 1991). Some are driven by insecurity and this 
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cohort has been found to be less educated and feel marginalised and vulnerable because of this, 
often accepting minimal incomes in return for a lack of dependency and the achievement of 
stability (Holmes and Zimmer, 1994; Stanworth and Curran, 1976).  Morrison (2006) found 
decision-making in small businesses to be largely related to the manager’s personal capacity to 
understand and exploit available information. 
 
Smith and Miner (1983) built on the work of Smith (1967) to argue that small business owner-
managers fall somewhere along a spectrum of types of entrepreneurs from opportunistic with high 
social awareness and involvement, to craftsman with narrower foci and low social awareness and 
involvement in their social environment. Other approaches to understanding entrepreneurship take 
an integrated socio-psychological approach incorporating models of the way people respond to 
experience (Chell & Baines, 2000; Chell, Haworth & Brearley, 1991). Blundel and Smith (2001) 
support entrepreneurship models that combine an understanding of personality, past experience, 
existing competence and the immediate context. Another personality-based classification 
categorises micro-business owner-operators as either, business or community focused groups 
(Quinn, 1997).  
 
Entrepreneurial personal ethics are described as antecedents to SBSR amongst some small 
businesses (Longenecker et al., 2006; Morris, Schindehutte, Walton, and Allen, 2002; Solymossy 
and Masters, 2002; Woo, Cooper and Dunkelberg, 1991). The characteristics of individuals 
motivated to undertake entrepreneurial activity have been identified as a high need for 
achievement, a tolerance of ambiguity, a Machiavellian approach and a higher level of cognitive 
moral development (Longenecker et al., 2006; McClelland, 1961; Morris et al., 2002). The degree 
of entrepreneurial traits of the owner-operator in turn influences what they believe is viable and 
the extent to which they are willing to get involved (Tan, Williams and Tan, 2005).  Giddens 
(1984) argues that the organisational-social structures within which an entrepreneur operates 
shape entrepreneurial action, and this action in turn shapes structure. Individuals are thus seen to 
reproduce the status quo or choose to act differently, thereby causing change and influencing the 
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behaviour of others.  However, the association between ethics and an entrepreneurial orientation 
varies, as identified in recent research on social entrepreneurship (Chell, 2007; Peredo and 
McLean, 2006; Zahra et al., 2009). 
 
Micro-business owner-operators have been characterised as adopting informal management styles, 
and taking a flexible approach to business (Matlay, 1999).  They have also been viewed as 
important contributers to social and economic development, by showing leadership within the 
community and creating employment opportunities (Muske and Woods, 2004). Storey (2000, p. 
119) describes small business owner-operators’ management styles as failures, trundlers, and 
flyers.  Stanworth and Curran (1976, p. 104) identify small business owner-operators as artisan, 
classical entrepreneur and managerial identities. Artisans are driven by intrinsic rewards of 
autonomy and the ability to produce quality work. Classical entrepreneurs are those targeting 
earnings and profit. Managerial identities are centred on meanings around recognition by 
significant others and their own view of managerial excellence. Many small business owner-
operators are seen as no-growth managers (Stanworth and Curran, 1986, p. 106). At one extreme 
small business owner-managers are described as rational profit maximisers (Stanworth and 
Curran, 1976, p. 104) and at the other, of accepting a business paradigm not driven by wealth-
maximisation (Johns, Dunlop and Sheehan, 1989, p. 25-26).  Jaouen and Gundolf (2009, p. 67) 
describe micro-business owner-operators as working within an extended rationality, where 
economic rationality is not always present and subjectivity and affectivity play a greater part in 
decision-making.  
 
Looking more deeply at the basic make-up of business typologies, a large body of literature has 
been amassed on how demographic factors such as gender have influenced ethical behaviour, 
resulting in largely inconclusive and conflicting results (Dawson et al., 2002; Serwinek, 1992).  
 
Ethical outlooks and personal beliefs 
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The literature is also inconclusive on the influence of religion as a personal factor on business 
ethics. Dawson et al. (2002) found religious and spiritual beliefs as the least important factors in 
establishing moral values. Similarly Spence and Lozano (2000) identified religion as the factor to 
be most likely to have no influence in encouraging active social roles in small business owner-
operators’ communities. On the other hand Quinn (1997) and Longenecker, McKinney and Moore 
(1989) found religion to be a significant factor in small business ethics, with small business 
owner-operators who are members of religious groups having higher ethical concerns. In addition, 
based on a survey of 1234 businesses across the United States of America, Longenecker, 
McKinney and Moore (2004) identified that the importance of religion in ethical decision-making 
is not dependent on the type of religion, but rather by the importance of religious values to the 
owner-operator. Ultimately, the individual differences amongst small business owner-operators 
have resulted in their approaches to business being described as being diverse as humanity itself 
(Courrent and Gundolf, 2009, p. 749). 
 
Some scholars suggest that personal and business ethical decision-making is one and the same for 
small business owner-operators. Dawson et al. (2002, p. 306) found micro-business owner-
operators disagreed that they separate their business decisions from their personal moral decisions. 
In addition they found that whilst self-interest was a factor in establishing a business, it does not 
exclude other ethical outlooks including idealistic, utilitarian, deontological and virtue ethical 
outlooks. Quinn (1997) purports that the most influential factor on small business owner-operators 
in determining their behaviour towards an ethically sensitive business issue is personal ethics, but 
that these personal ethics are moderated by psychological and situational variables. Similarly, 
Holmes and Gibson (2001, p. 9) conclude that the personal objectives of owner-operators guide 
and directly influence business decisions.  Madden et al. (2006) on the other hand found small to 
medium sized business owner-operators do perceive a split between business and personal ethical 
decisions as they perceived giving as an individual thing and not the responsibility of the 
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business.2 The degree to which community needs should take precedence has been identified by 
others as a point of tension for some small business owner-operators (Lange and Fenwick, 2008, 
p. 50).   
 
With respect to Australia, a strong alignment between the recognition by business owner-operators 
of ethical issues and their willingness to contribute has been identified (Australian Council of 
Social Service, 2005).  According to The Giving Australia report, almost 90% of the 451,600 
businesses that made a donation in Australia in 2003-04 did so because they saw it as a good thing 
to do irrespective of returns to the business. This corresponds with the findings of Lange and 
Fenwick (2008, p. 52), where small business owner-operators embrace a worldview where they 
perceive they have responsibilities to the community. In particular, many businesses chose not to 
engage in a practice or sell a product that contravened their sense of what was right (Lange and 
Fenwick, 2008). This moral position was rooted in rational decisions about the issues at hand and 
an emotional desire for a better world related to the individual ethics of the owner-operator. 
Likewise, Sargeant and Crissman (2006) found that 83% of small businesses in Australia indicate 
they give from a position of philanthropy.   
 
In contrast, Tilley (2000, p. 38) identified that the approach of most to environmentally focussed 
SBSR was grounded in a shallow ecological view of their role in society, as small business owner-
operators aimed at meeting only the minimum requirements of the law. Russell (1993, in Tilley, 
2000) identified the four most common attitudinal barriers to ethics among small firms as: (1) 
ethics and business don’t mix, (2) it doesn’t pay to be ethical, (3) if it’s legal, it’s ethical, and (4) 
compared to others this company is ethical. Farsides (2005) argues that non-giving is influenced 
by the individual’s ability to use neutralisation techniques such as taking up negative images of 
recipients, holding views that they are not responsible, that their help won’t make a difference and 
justifying their decisions not to give because others aren’t. He also argues however that donor 
                                                 
2  Corporate giving is one form of local business involvement.  Other forms include giving time, 
resources, support, and contributing to the organisation of local community events. 
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behaviour can be facilitated by the growth of positive-other-regard developed through 
philanthropy, activism, campaigning, citizenship, helping, volunteering and other pro-social 
behaviours. 
 
Organisational factors of SBSR 
Some SBSR researchers have argued that small businesses operate very differently to larger firms 
as they are more quickly adaptable due to their entrepreneurial, centrally controlled and informally 
managed style (Goffee and Scase, 1995, p. 29). Others suggest small businesses are more 
vulnerable to external fluctuations than larger firms, and that their decision making approach 
reflects this (Howorth and Wilson, 1999, p. 297). Many studies have shown small business owner-
operators characteristically experience a permanent lack of time and lack of specialised 
knowledge about SBSR issues (Allen Consulting, 2009; Hunt, 2000, in Hillary, 2000; 
Observatory of European SMEs, 2002; Schaper, 2002; Tilley, 2000) which act as barriers to 
responsible business behaviour (Sharma, 2000; Spence, 1999).  Researchers argue that small 
business owner-operators also have little time or inclination to strategise about their SBSR 
involvements and have difficulty in dealing with multiple requests for help (Curran and 
Blackburn, 2001; Madden et al., 2006).  
 
Affordability has been recognised as an organisational barrier to SBSR due to the difficulty for 
small businesses in reaping the immediate benefits of responsible business behaviour without 
access to economies of scale (Nooteboom, 1994). Greenbank (2001) found when micro-business 
owner-operators feel they do not have the power to change their circumstances due to their size, 
they often change their business objectives in response to external pressure and reconcile 
themselves to lower incomes. The Giving Australia Report noted that the main reason businesses 
in Australia were not involved in giving was that they couldn’t afford to be.  
 
The opportunity within the operations of small businesses for dialogue and management without 
the imposition of formal and bureaucratic controls is also important to SBSR.  Spence (2004) 
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argues that organisational factors alone do not reflect the nature and breadth of the relationships of 
small businesses owner-operators. As a consequence, small business decisions are made based on 
information gathered and perspectives reached through informal relationships such as friendships 
with customers. As such, small businesses are prepared mainly to work through existing channels 
that they know and trust (Grayson, 2003).  Gundolf and Jaouen (2005) found trust to be the central 
coordinating factor for proactive collective action amongst micro-business owner-operators. 
Lange and Fenwick (2008, p. 53) found that although small business owner-operators talked in 
terms of interconnection and relationships they preferred to restrict this to local face-to-face 
relations primarily with customers for whom they modelled their values rather than preaching 
them.  Reflecting this, a recent Australian survey found SME barriers to responsible business 
practice include a fear of bureaucracy, non-comprehension of government and larger business 
CSR terminology, and a perception that their social power is limited when compared with larger 
companies (Allen Consulting, 2008; Australian Institute of Corporate Responsibility, 2008). Thus, 
the transactions within small business organisational settings go beyond financial exchanges and 
many are relationship based. 
 
Organisational features inherent to the nature of small firms reflect the drivers for independence 
and personal vulnerability that lead to pressures on micro-business owner-operators and can 
impact on their opportunity to engage in community wellbeing. These include the following: 
management and ownership is rarely separate, control over business operations and decisions 
resides with one or two persons who are usually family members, the equity in the business is not 
publicly traded, the personal security of the owners is often used to secure business debt, limited 
liability is rarely present, and the level and number of formal contractual relations are kept at a 
minimum level (Holmes and Gibson, 2001, p. 8).  
 
Contextual factors of SBSR 
Contextual factors identified in the literature that influence SBSR include external stakeholder 
pressures and the business’s socio-economic context reflected in institutional environments. 
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Jaouen and Gundolf (2009, p. 51) analyse motivations and the influence of trust on collective 
behaviour amongst micro-business owner-operators. They describe two dimensions of 
commercially focussed alliances amongst micro-business owner-operators as firstly output 
possibilities and secondly the nature of the resources offered. Identified norms and pressures from 
community and peers are recognised as having more influence on business ethics in small firms 
than moral or religious beliefs, anticipation of rewards, upholding the law or fear of punishment 
(Brown and King, 1982).  Ostrom (1999, p. 205), and Portes and Sensenbrenner (1993), also 
identify the importance to small businesses of acknowledgement by significant others. Reasons 
for start-up by small business owner-operators in Britain, New Zealand and Norway were found to 
include a desire for a higher social position in their communities and an interest in obtaining the 
respect of peers (Shane, Kolvereid and Westhead, 1991). Bowen (2000) also found business 
behaviour to be moderated by the community in which the business operates. This is supported by 
Smith and Oakley (1994), who found entrepreneurs in non-urban, smaller areas are less accepting 
of unethical behaviour than those in urban areas.  
 
The contextual settings within which small businesses operate are influenced by external 
stakeholders. With regard to government agencies, Curran, Rutherfoord and Lloyd-Smith (2000, 
p. 135, p. 138) found some small businesses do not engage with them largely out of mistrust or 
indifference. Other research suggests the small proportion of micro-businesses that are engaged 
with other businesses or groups within their communities may be the minority that are interested 
in networking (Chell and Baines, 2000, p.  211; Curran and Blackburn, 1994, p. 172) or see 
themselves as the very few community aristocrats in their local area, those who have the time, 
confidence and resources to take on leadership roles in their communities (Taylor, 2007, p. 7).  
 
Where the operational context involves rare interactions with external institutions, micro-business 
owner-operators have been found to base their ethical decisions primarily on principles of action 
(Courrent and Gundolf, 2009, p. 755). Micro-business owner-operators with occasional 
interactions with external institutions are more likely to imitate rather than follow their own 
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principles to act. Those with frequent interactions with institutions were found to have no 
particular ethical behaviour (Courrent and Gundolf, 2009, p. 756). Consequently, although micro-
business owner-operators involved in community wellbeing may be deeply embedded with local 
individuals and community organisations, they may be less likely to choose involvement in 
government and other institution led processes.  
 
Importantly, a regulatory approach by governments to responsible business behaviour can act as a 
contextual barrier. In the UK, research has identified that although small businesses want 
governments to provide them with a level playing field in which to compete, at the same time they 
don’t want government regulation and are sceptical of self-regulation (Curran and Blackburn, 
1994, 2001). Titmuss (1970) argues that market controls defining responsible business behaviour 
inadvertently provide freedom from any sense of obligation to community wellbeing. Likewise 
Carroll (1991) argues that some firms take the position that they are being good citizens and 
socially responsible by simply obeying the law and they believe they should not be expected to 
give beyond this. Tilley (2000) found that in the UK small firms often fall below or outside 
compliance requirements related to environmental regulation. She argues that those small firms 
that do practice environmental responsibility are often wooed by a win-win doctrine where 
responsible behaviour is seen as good business, but these same firms may cease such practice once 
all the low-hanging fruit has been plucked (Tilley, 2000, p. 38).  
 
Although legislation in Australia requires businesses to recognise the interests of stakeholders 
other than shareholders, there are few pressures from governments on businesses to encourage 
non-compulsory forms of responsible business behaviour. Based on a review of the Australian 
CSR regulatory framework, Anderson and Landau (2006) conclude it to consist overwhelmingly 
of soft law initiatives and light touch regulatory initiatives at the international and national level.  
They contend the context for responsible business behaviour in Australia is one that is largely 
responsive to public outcry based on high profile examples of what can go wrong when a CSR 
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approach is lacking such as recent examples involving mining companies Rio Tinto and BHP 
Billiton and the banking industry (Anderson and Landau, 2006, p.  15).  
 
Differing societal mores of business responsibilities for community welfare can act as motivations 
and barriers to SBSR. Lepoutre and Heene (2006) argue that although the socio-economic 
conditions in which a business operates are prime factors, the culture of the country is also a 
significant influence. Whilst Australia for example has no clear government policy on CSR, the 
UK had the first Minister for CSR. Spence and Schmidpeter (2003) demonstrated how differently 
English and German small business owner-operators manage their relationships with other local 
businesses including with regard to building social capital. 
 
Some authors argue that CSR has grown as a response to shifts and blurring of sectoral 
community responsibilities where business owner-operators have willingly accepted new roles in 
community wellbeing (Aggarwal, 2007; Crane et al., 2008; Moon, 2005, in Habisch, Jonker, 
Wegner and Schmidpeter, 2005). A recasting of roles between public, private and third sectors has 
also been linked to the emergence of social economy theory (Barraket and Crozier, 2008). Blundel 
et al. (2011) argue however that this shift in sectoral responsibilities has not been recognised 
effectively, and highlight the need to identify the socially innovative contributions of commercial 
entrepreneurs operating with or incorporating a social purpose. 
 
Thus, in view of the very limited academic literature on mBCR, this study used knowledge of 
SBSR as a basis to explore mBCR involvement in community wellbeing. The SBSR literature 
emphasises the importance of various factors in motivating or hindering SBSR including: type and 
intensity of the moral issues that SBSR aims to address, personal ethics and individual 
characteristics including gender and ethnicity, entrepreneurial styles; reasons for business 
establishment; worldview and beliefs of business owner-operators, factors about their business 
and the context within which they operate.   
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These factors formed a preliminary framework for the examination of mBCR approaches, 
motivations, barriers, and intensifiers in the context of micro-business owner-operators in 
Australia.  Each of these factors provided the basis for specific areas of questioning during interviews.  
The method for this examination is detailed below. 
 
Method 
Given the exploratory nature of this study, a qualitative approach was considered most 
appropriate. The research design allowed a highly focussed and deep exploration of the ethical 
perspectives of micro-business owner-operators. The unit of analysis was the owner-manager, as 
they are usually the sole decision makers within micro-businesses. The research took a primarily 
inductive approach to building meaning from an extensive and rich body of data gathered through 
semi-structured interviews.  
 
This study was not seeking to confirm existing theory through deduction, but rather to induce 
from the data new theoretical insights about mBCR (Blaikie, 2000; Punch, 2005; Seidman, 2006).  
The new information obtained in this research built on the knowledge of small business operations 
and the complexity of responsible business behaviour. This included an understanding of the all-
encompassing nature of independently running a small business where owner-operators can be on 
call most days for most of the day. In addition, the importance of reputation in maintaining a small 
business and the sometimes unpredictability of consumer behaviour, on which the survival of a 
business depends, were also well known to the researchers based on personal experience.  
 
The challenges of engaging micro-business owner-operators in this research were met using a 
methodology that allowed for theory building in the largely unknown landscape of mBCR.  Rather 
than taking a completely grounded theoretical approach however, the research is informed by 
empirical evidence on responsible business behaviour (Corbin & Strauss, 1990; Gray, 2004). Here 
the ontological approach is one based on a conception of the world from a critical realist 
perspective, such that there is no one absolute reality, but that reality is relative.  Respondents’ 
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perceptions were understood as their beliefs and truths that together represent the nature of the 
knowledge initially considered in this study (Dancy & Sosa, 1992).  However, the new knowledge 
created was a combination of the data provided by respondents based on their reality and the 
researchers’ interpretation of this. 
 
This research is limited to what research participants were prepared to disclose of their experience, 
a priori reasoning and intuition. That is, this research took a foundationist approach based on 
gleaning what the research participants felt they already knew (Dancy and Sosa, 1992, p. 144). As 
such the new knowledge from this study is of an exposed public view of micro-business owner-
operators’ mBCR approaches. The coming together of personal and business issues within an 
interview was described as an unusual experience by a number of research participants. Some also 
explained their agreement to participate was partly based on curiosity about why they in particular 
had been approached.  The ontology of the research setting therefore mixed personal and business 
languages and sought entry into otherwise private aspects of the research participants’ business, 
life experience and lifestyle.  
 
Interviews are the most common data gathering technique used in small business research as they 
have the advantage of allowing the researcher to gain in-depth and rich insights (Curran and 
Blackburn, 2001).  Interviews proved to be an insightful method for obtaining data from busy 
owner-operators. Research participants were randomly selected micro-business owner-operators 
located in suburban areas in Brisbane Business Improvement Districts, referred to as Suburban 
Centre Improvement Projects (SCIPs). BIDs are locations to which additional levies are applied to 
businesses based on a majority agreement of business owner-operators in a defined geographical 
area. The levy funds in SCIPs are used for minor amenity improvements. Many BIDs 
internationally have business boards that effectively govern the levy funds raised (Campin, 2010, 
p. 49-63; Houstoun, 2003; Hoyt and Gopal-Agge, 2007; Minton, 2006, 2009; Mitchell, 2008; 
Reinhard, 1999). The levies from SCIPs in Brisbane however do not give local businesses any 
governance or significant decision-making authority over their local area and are spent on minor 
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amenity improvements. Businesses in SCIP areas were selected in this study as a convenient 
sample population of micro-businesses throughout the metropolitan area. In addition, the 
improvements in public spaces their levies had partly funded provided useful examples of the 
impacts their involvement in community wellbeing had, and were used as a basis for discussion on 
other less-structured involvements in community wellbeing. 
 
Owner-operators were invited to participate in a one-hour interview, once the organisation was 
confirmed as being a micro-business. In total 42% of the micro-business owner-operators 
contacted agreed to participate. Interviews were held on all days of the week, at times that suited 
the respondents and all were held at the micro-business’ premises, at the request of respondents. 
 
A semi-structured interview approach avoided pre-emptive reduction of the data that might have 
limited discovery or eliminated complexity (Easterby-Smith, Thorpe and Lowe, 1991; Kvale, 
2008). To avoid the socially desirable response syndrome (Bain, 1993, in Spence and 
Rutherfoord, 2001, p. 130), leading questions that embed an assumed response were not used. A 
research diary was also used for informed reflection both immediately post-interviews and as 
thoughts arose during the following months. Analysis of interview data and data in the research 
diary were compared over time to consider respondents’ perceptions and the researchers’ 
interpretations.  
 
There was no attempt made to obtain a mix of respondents to match the typical profile of shop 
types and demographics of business owner-operators in suburban shopping areas in Australia. 
Rather, maximum differences in respondent perceptions was sought to explore whether a useful 
mBCR typology might emerge.  Table 1 summarises respondent and business details. 
 
Table 1 Micro-business owner-operator and business profile 
 
Gender Age (years) Education Level Number of micro-
business 
Duration of owner-
operator business in 
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employees (FTE)3 current location (years) 
42% 
male 
58% 
female 
 
8% 20-30 
28% 31-40 
42% 41-50 
14% 51-60 
6% 61-70 
2% 70+ 
31% up to Year 12 
44% technical 
certificate 
25% university 
degree 
25% one  
25% two 
17% up to three 
33% up to four 
20% < 3  
44% 3-5  
17% 6-10  
11% 11-15 
8% > 15 
 
Interviews aimed at identifying the respondent’s main reasons for mBCR and factors influencing 
this decision. The data sought was of the two groups shown in Figure 1.  
 
Figure 1 Components of micro-business owner-operator approach to mBCR 
mBCR type structure 
Approach 
Primary reason for mBCR 
 
Perception of responsibilities for community 
wellbeing 
 
Perceptions of beneficiaries of mBCR 
 
Perception of separation between personal and 
business decision making 
 
Inclusion of others in mBCR decision 
Motivations, barriers and intensifiers 
 
Issue factors 
 
Issue intensifiers 
 
Personal factors 
 
Organisational factors 
 
Contextual factors 
 
 
Interview questions elicited details about the mBCR issues the respondent supported and about 
those they did not, and, motivations and barriers related to each.  Data on the intensifiers of the 
mBCR decision were specifically sought. The response to these questions also provided details of 
personal, organisational and any contextual motivations and barriers. Saturation point was 
identified after 36 interviews. Interview recordings were then transcribed.  
 
Once transcripts had been verified by research participants NVivo8 was used to assist in 
categorisation of data into initial themes that were gradually refined into more detailed factors, 
patterns and concepts. NVivo software allowed documents to be analysed, coded, and compared 
for common patterns and themes.  With the aid of this software, the researchers were able to 
                                                 
3 FTE means full-time equivalent employee and can be made up from a number of part-time 
employees. 
 Page 23 
deconstruct the data (e.g. interview scripts) from multiple perspectives, while also analysing 
transcripts maintained as complete records. Data was continually refined over a period of 
continual analysis over several months when the researchers were deeply immersed in the data 
searching for themes, factors and patterns and concepts.  
 
Initial parent and child nodes for approach, motivation, barrier and intensifier factors, were 
temporarily set-up as an NVivo project based on indicators from the literature. This initial nodal 
structure changed significantly through the coding process as the voice of respondents took over 
(Bazeley, 2007; Richards, 2005).  Although codings for questions on mBCR approach changed 
significantly through the coding process, the four broad motivation and barrier codings of issue, 
personal, organisational and contextual factors remained.  In most cases the child nodes under 
these four categories reduced as the process continued.  
 
Although some respondents showed a number or mix of mBCR reasons, the primary reason for 
mBCR emerged as a key factor around which other data clustered. Consequently data was recoded 
according to the respondents’ primary reason. Motivations, barriers and intensifiers were also 
found to group according to the three main reasons for mBCR that emerged from the data. Based 
on similarities and differences in respondent’s comments patterns revealed three mBCR types 
within a mBCR typology. The structure of mBCR types is shown in Figure 2 consisting of firstly 
approach and secondly motivation, barrier and intensifier factors.  The dimensions of mBCR 
approaches include details of perceived beneficiaries, separation between personal and business 
decisions, responsibility for mBCR, and, inclusion of others in decision-making. Motivation, 
barrier and intensifier factors include issue factors, personal factors, organizational factors and 
contextual factors.  
 
To determine indicative frequencies of responses that might inform the continued analysis of data, 
for each coding parameter, the total number of responses in each cell was added and divided by 
the total number of respondents in that category. As valid percentages could not be calculated 
 Page 24 
from such small samples, frequencies of responses were collated into the following broad scale: 
no occurrence; at least one occurrence; high occurrence (over 50%); and, very high occurrence 
(over 75%). In addition, as shown in the legend in Table 2, where one primary reason category 
clearly showed the highest response to a coding parameter, this was also noted. 
 
Interestingly, based on the analysis, only some factors had intensifiers to motivations and barriers 
(i.e. issue factors), and not all factors had motivations (i.e. contextual factors).  These issues are 
considered in the following section. 
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Figure 2 mBCR type structure 
4.1 5.6  POTENTIAL mBCR TYPOLOGIES 
 
Based on the results of Sections 5.2 to 5.5, it was clear that the real discussion of mBCR 
approaches, motivations, barriers and intensifiers would be revealed through further analysis and 
findings of the data on wider mBCR, that is, mBCR beyond SCIPs. After months of emersion in 
the data, the researcher recognised the primary reason given by micro-business owner-operators 
for mBCR was a clear differentiating factor amongst respondents from which other themes 
emerged. Consequently, to uncover the richness of the mBCR data, the data was recoded 
according to the three primary reasons micro-business owner-operators gave for their mBCR 
involvements, as described by respondents and codified by the researcher. This does not suggest 
respondents identified only one reason for their mBCR involvement, but rather that it was possible 
for the researcher to: (1) recognise a primary reason for each respondent, and (2) determine 
whether the respondents’ 
perceived their mBCR 
approach to be primarily passive and reactive (ESI-philanthropy) or  pro-active (ESI-social 
entrepreneurship).  
.  
Table 5.10 summarises the findings of the recoding of all mBCR data based on the 
following three primary reasons for respondent involvement in mBCR: (1) ESI alone, (2) ESI- 
philanthropy, and (3) ESI- social entrepreneurship.   
 
The final coding of all data is also presented diagrammatically in the following three 
figures (Figures 5.3, 5.4 and 5.5). In Figures 5.3, 5.4 and 5.5, a line means that factor was 
identified at least once for that group and a darker line indicates where over half of the 
respondents in the group referred to a factor. Very thick lines indicate where over 75% of 
respondents in the group referred to a factor. Once data was recoded, the differences between each 
of the three groups of respondents, and the commonalities within each group, were found to be 
sufficiently clear and robust to suggest that they represent three mBCR types within a mBCR 
typology as discussed in detail in the next chapter on the findings of this study.  
 
 
 mBCR approach 
Approach – who benefits? 
Recipients 
Local business 
Shoppers 
Local residents 
Everyone who comes here 
This business 
Approach – inclusion of others in decision-
making 
Spouse, family, friends, other traders, community 
members 
Approach - separation between personal and 
business decision-making 
Yes 
No 
 
Approach – who is responsible? 
Everyone 
Government 
Responsibilities are blurred 
All local businesses here 
Businesses and government together 
Haven’t thought about it 
Don’t know 
Community groups, communities 
Issue factors – barriers and intensifiers 
Social-environmental 
  Connectivity 
  Legitimacy 
  Lack of trader consensus 
Amenity 
  Legitimacy 
Profit 
  Lack of trader consensus 
  Probability of effect 
  Legitimacy 
Issue factors – motivations and intensifiers 
Social-environmental 
  Proximity 
  Connectivity 
  Legitimacy 
  Probability of effectiveness 
Profit 
  Urgency 
  Proximity 
  Probability of effect 
Amenit  
  Legitimacy 
  Probability of effect 
  Urgency 
Personal factors - barriers 
Difficulty of mBCR decision 
Lack of consideration of mBCR decision  
Lack of ability to make a difference 
Prior experience 
Worldview 
Personal factors - motivations 
Love of profession 
Need for independence 
Prior experience 
Ability to make a difference 
Worldview 
 
Organisational factors - barriers 
Affordability 
Bombardment of mBCR requests 
Lack of discretionary time 
Property ownership 
Lack of government support for mBCR 
Organisational factors - motivations 
Streamline  busine s engagement processes 
Existing mBCR priorities 
Contextual factors - barriers 
Lack of local decision-making role for micro-
business owner-operators 
mBCR motivations, barriers and intensifiers
 Page 26 
Results  
The mBCR approach and mBCR motivations, barriers and intensifiers for each of the following 
three types are shown in Tables 2 and 3: (1) ESI-only, (2) ESI-philanthropy, and (3) ESI-social 
entrepreneurship. Table 4 summarises the findings on these three types. 
 
Table 2 mBCR approach 
Coding parameter Frequency of responses 
Primary Reason category ESI-only 
5 respondents 
ESI–philanthropy 
18 respondents 
ESI-social 
entrepreneurship 
13 respondents 
Primary reason for mBCR    
Who benefits?    
Recipients 0 0  
Local businesses High High High 
Shoppers 0  High 
Local residents  Very High High 
Everyone who comes here 0 0  
This business   0 
Who is responsible for community wellbeing?    
Everyone   Very High 
Government Very High   
Responsibilities are blurred 0  High 
All local businesses here 0 High  
Businesses and government together 0  High 
Haven’t thought about it 0  0 
Don’t know 0   
Community groups, communities 0 0  
Separation between business and personal decision 
making with regard to mBCR? 
   
Yes  High 0 
No 0  Very High 
Involvement of others in mBCR decision-making    
Rarely and primarily only family    
 
Legend:  0 – no occurrences      High – over 50% of responses        * – highest of all three types for that factor 
– at least one occurrence    Very High – over 75% of responses 
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Table 3 mBCR motivations and barriers 
Coding parameter Frequency of responses 
Motivations and barriers ESI-only ESI-philanthropy ESI-social 
entrepreneurship 
Issue factors – motivations and intensifiers    
Social-environmental    
Proximity  High Very High  
Connectivity  High Very High* Very High 
Legitimacy 0 Very High* High 
Probability of effectiveness   Very High* High 
Profit    
Urgency 0 0 0 
Proximity  0   
Probability of effect  0 High  
Amenity    
Legitimacy  0   
Probability of effect    High 
Urgency  0  0 
Issue factors - barriers and intensifiers    
Social-environmental barriers     
Connectivity  0  0 
Legitimacy  High 0 
Lack of trader consensus  0 0  
Amenity    
Legitimacy  0 0 
Profit    
Lack of trader consensus 0  0 
Probability of effect     
Legitimacy 0 0 0 
Personal factors - motivations    
Love of profession     
Need for independence   High*  
Prior experience   High High 
Ability to make a difference  0  High* 
Worldview   High High 
Personal factors - barriers    
Difficulty of mBCR decision  0   
Lack of consideration of mBCR decision   0 0 
Lack of ability to make a difference 0  High* 
Prior experience   0  
Worldview     
Organisation factors - motivations    
Streamlined business engagement processes 0 0  
Existing mBCR priorities 0 0  
Organisation factors - barriers    
Affordability   High* High 
Bombardment of mBCR requests  High* High 
Lack of discretionary time  High* High 
Property ownership   0 
Lack of government support for mBCR   High 
Contextual barriers    
Lack of local decision-making role for micro-
business owner-operators 
0 0  
Legend:  0 – no occurrences      High – over 50% of responses        * – highest of all three types for that factor 
– at least one occurrence    Very High – over 75% of responses 
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The ESI-only type can be defined broadly as one where an enlightened regard for the self prompts 
one to assist others. For the ESI-only type community involvement is decided based on an 
assessment of the likely business return. The ESI-philanthropy type also see their community 
involvement as giving away something that is theirs.  The ESI-philanthropy type appears as 
passively helping others with problems that are not theirs.  The term philanthropic that describes 
the ESI-philanthropy type reflects mBCR support which is not driven entirely by a desire for 
increased profits, but which involves little active involvement or effort on the part of micro-
business owner-operator.  
 
For a number of ESI-philanthropy respondents the act of giving also gives them pleasure, and as 
such, provides a reward for their mBCR and is not selfless. Taken in the purest sense then, it could 
be argued that a number of  ESI-philanthropy respondents were not behaving altruistically as such, 
for which it has been argued, the true test is the giving of oneself expecting nothing in return, as in 
giving blood or a part of the body (Mauss ,1922; Titmuss ,1970).4 
 
The arm’s length involvement of the ESI-philanthropy approach in community wellbeing 
compares with the greater degree of personal, more hands on involvement with mBCR 
demonstrated by the ESI-social entrepreneurship type.  The ESI-social entrepreneurship cluster of 
responses were labelled as social entrepreneurs based on (1) the commitment of respondents to 
personally initiating and maintaining hands-on involvement in community wellbeing 
improvements, and (2) the integration of social and business objectives in their lives.  
 
Findings and discussion 
The elements of each mBCR type are discussed in detail in this section. 
 
ESI-only type mBCR approach 
                                                 
4 Nb. Philanthropic behaviour has been viewed from different perspectives, such that it may not 
necessarily be altruistic, but can also constitute giving as a strategic business decision. 
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As is the case with larger businesses, this study found some micro-business owner-operators 
clearly conceptualise profit motives and social objectives as being opposed.  Running a business 
for the ESI-only type reflected a focus on doing business and doing financially well for 
themselves.  
If I can’t afford to do it the way I want to and can’t get the right exposure in that way. I 
won’t support it (Respondent 28). 
 
As described by Carroll (1991, p. 45) for larger business managers, micro-business owner-
operators of this type demonstrated that they see their responsibilities limited to the letter of the 
law and they show little indication of a commitment beyond that within the wider spirit of the law.  
This type perceives that government is responsible for community wellbeing entirely and see no 
debate on this issue.  
There are some things that are much more clearly the responsibility of government 
(Respondent 12). 
 
This type identifies many barriers to their mBCR support suggesting they have questioned their 
role in community wellbeing rather than automatically dismissing it. The relationships of this type 
in their local area appear to be primarily transactional and they choose to be engaged just enough 
to avoid being ostracised to the detriment of their business (Brown and King, 1982; Curran and 
Blackburn, 1994).  Their profit-maximising perspective sees good ethics as good public relations 
(Spence and Rutherfoord 2001). 
I thought it was important to try to help, as in a small community relationships are 
important. You have to be liked to get on (Respondent 9). 
I would support all of them. If I couldn’t support all of them I would say no to all. I 
wouldn’t want to make a wrong decision and upset a group (Respondent 38). 
 
It is interesting to note that this type represents less than a quarter of all respondents.  This low 
proportion contrasts sharply with the findings of Brown and King (1982) who found ESI drivers 
primarily behind SBSR in country towns in the USA. The ESI-only type in this study identified 
primarily two beneficiary groups of their mBCR involvements, being both their business and other 
local businesses in the area.  Micro-business owner-operators of this type are in business simply to 
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make a living and hopefully a profit, not to make friends or function as part of a larger social 
system.  In contrast to previous research on micro-business ethical outlooks which found many 
micro-business owner-operators do not separate business and personal decisions, this type 
perceived that they did (Dawson et al., 2002; Greenbank, 2001; Quinn, 1997; Vyakarnam et al., 
1997). Some in this group identified this separation had developed over time, suggesting this 
separation can change.  
Over the years I have had to deliberately develop barriers between my work and home 
life. Work can take over everything (Respondent 9). 
 
The disconnection of this type from the challenges of the community in which they operate could 
reflect the social isolation of micro-business owner-operators and the fortress enterprise mentality, 
where there is a reluctance to engage in any behaviour which might lead them to a dependence on 
others (Curran and Blackburn, 1994).  Specifically, mBCR of this type was demonstrated only 
where they felt this was essential for their survival as a business in the local community. 
 
ESI-only mBCR type motivations, barriers and intensifiers 
Despite having little to say about the factors that influence their mBCR decision making, the full 
range of organisational barriers identified in the SBSR literature were identified by this type, 
particularly affordability and a lack of discretionary time (Australian Council of Social Service, 
2005; Lepoutre and Heene, 2006; Madden et al., 2006, p. 56). This type was sceptical of what they 
heard, less interested in popular media and somewhat alienated (Besser and Miller, 2001). 
I don’t support Greenpeace, period… They have been worrying about environmental 
issues for 100 years plus. I don’t believe it, to tell you the truth. I’m not convinced. … I 
don’t read the papers (Respondent 15). 
 
The need for independence, and to be able to move ahead free of obstacles imposed by others, 
emerged for this type as both a personal motivator for mBCR and as a barrier to networking and 
collective action. Connectivity through relationships with community groups was of little 
importance or considered disappointing and cumbersome by this group.   
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[When considering if I will support a community project] I am conscious of what other 
companies are involved [in providing support]. I would rather support something myself 
than get on the bandwagon because everyone else is involved (Respondent 4). 
A lot of the time you try to do things [with other groups in the local area to support 
mBCR], come up for air every now and then but seem to get nowhere with those types of 
things for all the energy and time they require (Respondent 37). 
 
Proximity was found to be a motivator as mBCR could attract local customers. 
I thought it was important to try to help, as in a small community relationships are 
important … [for business] (Respondent 9). 
 
Gray’s (1995) notion of a self-employed culture of individualism and anti-participation is reflected 
by this group, as micro-business owner-operators in this group largely do not accept a 
responsibility to do more than the minimum with respect to mBCR. As such intensifiers referred 
to by Jones (1991), other than legitimacy, appear to have little impact on their decision making. 
Some of this mBCR type held a strong suspicion of government and a deterrent to supporting 
mBCR promoted by government. 
I’m a bit worried about answering [a question on who is responsible for community 
wellbeing]…. It’s just that there are government spies about. I have friends who have a 
shop in Sydney who had problems after some people came in asking questions and it 
turned out that they were from the tax office.  They are nasty about how they go about 
their work (Respondent 37). 
 
The caution about being involved in this study demonstrated in the comment above correlates with 
other findings on the reluctance of small business owner-operators to be involved in research, and 
could also reflect the lower portion of this type amongst respondents who agreed to participate 
(Curran and Blackburn, 1994, 2001). 
 
ESI-philanthropy type mBCR approach 
This type do not seek mBCR involvements but rather, react passively to requests, primarily giving 
donations to causes they have a personal or local connection to, or giving for the pleasure of it, 
when affordable.  
For starters it has to be local. That is my first decision (Respondent 17). 
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The majority of this group could separate personal and business decisions on mBCR.  This 
contrasts with previous findings that many small business owner-operators are driven by personal, 
not business goals, and cannot separate them (Dawson et al., 2002; Quinn, 1997; Vykarnam et al., 
1997). Of the three types however, a perceived need for a balance between a personal versus a 
business life was most evident within this type.   
 
In their approach respondents of this type combine subsistence and social priorities that are 
consistent with findings of Spence and Rutherfoord (2001). Further this type did not identify profit 
maximisation as a primary goal (Goffee and Scase, 1995). On one hand, those primarily of this 
type simply wanted to be left alone to make ends meet and, for many, to do what they love to do. 
This search for satisfaction through their work has been previously identified amongst micro-
business owner-operators by Greenbank (2001). On the other hand they feel a responsibility to 
give back to the community, to share.   
I think it’s probably fair to say that we have built up some good work and the business has 
performed well and we feel a responsibility to share at a community level in that sense 
(Respondent 10). 
I benefit in a business sense and from being a good community person. I make money out 
of the community. I give back to them. It’s give and take, in a way (Respondent 39). 
 
In contrast to previous studies, religion was identified by only four respondents in this study as a 
factor in mBCR decisions (Quinn, 1997; Spence & Lozano, 2000). Three of these four 
respondents represented the ESI-philanthropy type.  Although no respondent specifically 
identified a desire to avoid guilt, there was indirect reference to this in two respondents’ 
recognition of the personal benefit of giving as demonstrated in the following responses. 
I do because I get the pleasure. I get pleasure out of it. I love the spirit of giving and I’d 
certainly love to be able to give more than I do but I do try to give as much as I can 
(Respondent 18). 
I support these people and groups out of love. …It is basically about morality. What you 
sow is what you reap. These values help guide me in everything (Respondent 19). 
 
The comment below shows the mixed business and personal objectives at play within this type 
and an ability and willingness to move between them as the situation requires (Goffman, 1974; 
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Greenbank, 2001; Jennings and Beaver, 1995; Keasey and Watson, 1993).  The diversity of 
responses for this group also reflects findings that personality is a significant determinant of 
ethical decision making (Matlay, 1999; Moran, 1998; Vyakarnam et al., 1997). Even if the 
business closes, the respondent will continue satisfying themself, in this case, through working 
with their craft, similar to the artisan identities identified by Stanworth and Curran (1976, p. 104).   
So I’m lucky enough to have a business I love, to have a job that I actually like.  Therefore 
if I can stay in business great, fabulous, but if not, I’ll keep doing this. You know… if I 
wanted a job without the passion that I have, it would be different. This is not just making 
money, it is something I enjoy doing (Respondent 27). 
 
As identified by Madden et al. (2006) regarding small businesses in Australia, this type is also 
characterised by perceptions of blurred responsibility for mBCR. Also found in research of 
Australian small business community involvement, this type was characterised by not having 
thought about mBCR (Australian Council of Social Service, 2005). This type see a wide range of 
groups as responsible for community wellbeing especially local businesses in the area.  
I think it is partly collective. I think the government should be doing more….Because the 
need is so great. I agree with helping people but not with hand-outs (Respondent 28). 
 
 Although multiple mBCR beneficiary groups were identified by micro-business owner-operators 
in this type, by far the most significant category was perceived to be local residents, followed by 
local businesses.   
 
ESI-philanthropy type mBCR motivations, barriers and intensifiers 
Of the three types, this one most clearly identified the significant influence of intensifiers on 
mBCR (Jones, 1991).  For this type mBCR decisions were circumstantial, dependent on many 
factors, as they were keen to be seen to be doing good. Before deciding on mBCR involvement 
this type canvassed widely to determine what other stakeholders thought and weighed up options 
against potential outcomes for their business.   Geographical proximity and personal connectivity 
to people in the local area were particularly important intensifiers.  
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People have rung me and asked and I have said send me information …and I did my 
homework … You can verify local causes  (Respondent 6). 
Well, we do [support local causes]…we more want to put our money to genuine people 
and causes that we know exist (Respondent 22). 
 
The importance of geographical proximity for this type is in contrast to French research on micro-
business owner-operators, for whom Courrent and Gundolf (2009, p. 758) found this intensifier to 
have no effect on ethical decision-making. The probability that their support would fulfil its 
intention and the legitimacy of the issue were also important intensifiers for this type.  
 
The reactive approach to mBCR of this type was not a reflection of their lack of connection to the 
local community as this type was well aware of the challenges in their local area. 
We have been part of this street since the early 90’s. I know it well. I am part of the 
community… (Respondent 39). 
 
Personal factors such as family or religious connections were also intensifiers for this type. 
I’m pretty committed to the Church, I’m a board member, I go to bible study and ladies 
group. .It’s not impossible to get involved in something else, I’m open to it. But I’ve got 
my way of deciding [on what mBCR to support] (Respondent 16). 
That is a religious thing, because I am Muslim myself and we believe if you give, you get 
back twice as much (Respondent 23). 
 
As reported extensively in the literature (Curran and Blackburn, 1994; 2001; Goffee and Scase, 
1995; Gray, 1995), this group identified themselves as strongly independent in their thinking and 
in what they do. 
[I support mBCR]…that is right to me.  Doesn’t have to be anyone else’s belief, but my 
belief (Respondent 16). 
I want to support my own causes, my own community…that is what happens but I run my 
own business, I do my own thing (Respondent 39). 
 
The finding that this type supported mBCR only if they perceived they could afford it and could 
overcome organisational barriers is similar to findings in the Giving Australia Report (Australian 
Council of Social Service, 2005).  
It is very hard for small businesses to take on community projects as ‘responsibilities’. I 
think the role of business in these things is more to do with ‘businesses helping’, when 
they can afford it, rather than ‘businesses being responsible’ (Respondent 13). 
 Page 35 
 
The organisational barriers identified by this group were also similar to those found in the Giving 
Australia Report including affordability, bombardment of requests and lack of discretionary time, 
and were strong influences for this type. No organisational motivations were identified by this 
ESI-philanthropy type. Friendship amongst traders was infrequently mentioned by this group and 
there was little sign of networking unlike a number of small business owner-operators identified 
by Chell and Baines (2000).  This lack of interest in working strongly as a group was also found 
by Lange and Fenwick (2008) amongst the 25 Canadian small businesses they researched.  
 
ESI-social entrepreneurship type mBCR approach 
Doing business and doing good appear as one for the ESI-social entrepreneurship type. For this 
group, making a profit was not inherently in conflict with contributing to society, suggesting a 
connection of micro-businesses to a blended economy (Emerson, 2006, p. 391).   
Obviously from a business point of view you have to think dollars. What return will I get 
from my business investment? That has to be a consideration but it is probably not my 
major consideration (Respondent 4). 
One of the triggers for me, a couple of years ago, was wanting to make a contribution at 
the same time as doing the work that we do…and that’s part of the core of what the 
practice is about and the staff that have come on board, have also shared that belief 
(Respondent 10). 
 
Micro-business owner-operators in this type perceived themselves to be actively involved in 
mBCR and could be seen as social economy entities, or players in the third sector, as their 
activities were driven by their community wellbeing intent. This type, representing nearly a third 
of respondents, was characterised by a lack of separation between ethical personal and business 
decisions. 
Over the 20 years it has become the one person pretty much. When you put your heart and 
soul in you become that business (Respondent 33). 
M the woman makes most of the decisions. I think M the business woman took a holiday 
about 10 years ago. Sometimes she pops in to make sure everything is running ok but it is 
really M the woman who runs things… (Respondent 34). 
The same person makes that decision. You’d weigh it up. At the end of the day you are 
human (Respondent 6). 
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However, unlike Spence and Rutherfoord’s (2001) social priority frame, there were no 
suggestions in this type that social values took priority over profit values. The social versus 
entrepreneurial dichotomy appears non-existent with this type as the business and social 
dimensions are not separated and operate simultaneously. In addition, this type shares some of the 
traits of reformist approaches to entrepreneurial social responsibility flagged by Blundel et al. 
(2011). This suggests both virtue and idealist based ethical outlooks are part of the mBCR 
approach of this type (Dawson et al., 2002). This type saw everyone as responsible for community 
wellbeing.   
I just think we need to get back to some community values. We have been governed by a 
hierarchy for such a long time that we have lost the ability to take responsibility for 
ourselves (Respondent 26). 
 
Their willingness to consider partnerships with government in meeting community wellbeing 
needs provides new evidence that micro-business owner-operators carry a strong sense of 
mutuality and reciprocity and act on this.  Similar to Spence and Rutherfoord’s (2001) social 
priority frame, this type felt they had the power to use their role in society to support social and 
ethical choices and were doing just that.  Previous research however, does not recognise both the 
social and proactive elements of the ESI-social entrepreneurship type.  
 
This type viewed community wellbeing as a shared responsibility, but often blurred, possibly 
suggesting their mind has not been made up on all aspects of this issue and they are open to 
consider new approaches. 
The boundaries aren’t clear. I think we are all responsible (Respondent 19). 
It has never been clear [where responsibility for community needs lies] (Respondent 14). 
 
This type’s consideration of the value of partnerships in meeting community wellbeing needs 
provides new evidence that micro-business owner-operators carry a strong sense of mutuality and 
reciprocity and act on this.  Further, this types willingness to consider partnerships with 
government suggests some micro-business owner-operators could hold a place in the twilight zone 
referred to by Collin (1998), which he describes as somewhere between the public and private 
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sector. It is difficult to compare this type with the research by Courrent and Gundolf (2009) on 
French micro-businesses as their data gathering on why businesses support their communities was 
based on closed questioning as to whether responsible business behaviour was seen as a constraint 
or a business tool. This ESI-social entrepreneurship type did not portray their mBCR in either of 
these ways. For respondents of this type, their mBCR was largely something so deeply integrated 
into their lives that it couldn’t be separated out to show profit versus social dimensions, or be 
depicted on a profit-social sliding scale.   
 
This type sees the beneficiaries of their support as being primarily local businesses, shoppers and 
their own business, all profit related entities. This view of beneficiaries again demonstrates the 
lack of distinction within this group as to what is and isn’t business. They did not reveal 
themselves as straightforward for-profit businesses, and may be more correctly categorised as 
hybrid organisations of the social economy, somewhere between society and economy. Further, 
the term business limits the fuller community wellbeing role that this type accepts.  
 
The proactive approach of this type, where micro-business owner-operators are initiating 
community wellbeing improvements, appears to take this type beyond the socially active social-
priority frame of Spence and Rutherfoord (2001).  The separation made by Chell and Baines 
(2000) amongst entrepreneurs that are highly entrepreneurial and those that behave more 
reactively (labelled as Administrators) may provide a similar differentiation between reactive and 
proactive mBCR as demonstrated by the ESI-philanthropy and ESI-social entrepreneurship types. 
Previous research however, does not recognise both the social and proactive elements of the ESI-
social entrepreneurship type identified here.  
 
Spence and Rutherfoord (2001) used the terms active and inactive to distinguish the level of non-
commercial or social activities of a small business and whether the activity was driven by ESI or 
seen as having intrinsic value. For this ESI-social entrepreneurship type that categorisation does 
not fully describe what is going on.  The findings in this study suggest micro-business owner-
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operators are not simply being active or inactive and responding to motivations and barriers. 
Although the ESI-only type could in part be characterised as ‘trundlers’, focussed on minimalising 
their mBCR, by waiting to react to requests that come their way, this ESI-social entrepreneurship 
type takes the initiative (Stanworth and Curran, 1986; Storey, 1994). This type personally 
identifies social-environmental challenges and creates solutions. In classic entrepreneurial fashion, 
they are identifying a needs gap and related opportunity that they understand, and injecting 
imagination and vision into finding a solution that involves decisions on self-sacrifice (Dees 1998; 
Shaw and Carter, 2007; Tan et al., 2005; Thompson, 2002). Within this entrepreneurial process 
there are signs that their business is a way of reconstructing their operational context, that is, their 
business is the vehicle through which they realise their ideals (Giddens, 1984).  This suggests a 
collapse of the distinction between doing business and doing good within this type. The following 
comments demonstrate this. 
The business grew out of the fact that I couldn’t get what I wanted in an environment that 
I wanted, what my soul wanted [and what I believe others want]. The experience I 
wanted. So I created it. I created it (Respondent 30). 
I am hoping that soon we will be able to work with the local community to look at other 
ways of dealing with our waste here [in the community]. More frequent pick-ups of 
recyclables to deal with them more environmentally. That is the only way you can change 
things. We need to change the way we do things such as the current arrangements with 
bins. Why not have other bins on the street. The one recycling bin with the yellow lid is 
just a tragedy. It is appalling (Respondent 31). 
 
ESI-social entrepreneurship mBCR type motivations, barriers and intensifiers 
Respondents of this type had clear perceptions of the issues they would support and why, and 
most were already involved with various community wellbeing projects.   
Any time we choose a supplier we do so by looking at how they go about their business. 
How they use water, if their trucks operate with their engines running when they do 
deliveries? …We try to do everything well from an environmental perspective. You’ve 
got to think of every element. How you train your staff. How you train your customers. 
Our customers know we recycle everything (Respondent 31). 
A lot of people have no idea what is going on in places around the world….and people are 
interested. …there is the potential to bring forward so much knowledge to people… We 
want to do it as part of this business (Respondent 29). 
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As with the other types, legitimacy was an important intensifier, but for this type connectivity was 
critical. The most important personal motivations for this group were whether the specific mBCR 
issue itself inspired them. For some, past mentors provided long-term inspiration for mBCR. 
His focus wasn’t to become a successful businessman. His focus was to do something 
positive…he started saying things that made sense to me… and helped me see that you 
can make a difference… You’d walk into his shop and he’d know everybody and have a 
cup of coffee…and one of the first things I did for my business was to buy a couch 
(Respondent 4). 
 
Proximity was a less important intensifier for this type compared with the other two types. 
[I am involved in community projects] like through people I know who have worked 
there. An orphanage in Uganda (Respondent 29). 
The local scout group that wants to raise funds probably draws less attention as those 
things are more about lifestyle contribution rather than raw survival or education or 
whatever (Respondent 10). 
 
Importantly, and unlike social entrepreneurs in the not-for-profit sector (Shaw and Carter, 2007), 
the mBCR projects supported by this type were those where the micro-business owner-operator 
perceived they could make the biggest difference, whether the micro-business owner-operator was 
connected to them locally or not.  
Yeah, there’s a sense in which things that really make a big impact are things that draw 
upon our desire to help out (Respondent 10).  
It sounds dreadful, but depends on the cause, it depends on the situation that arises.  If it 
was an important cause then it wouldn’t matter if there wasn’t publicity. It is just one 
person trying to make a difference I suppose (Respondent 27). 
 
Unlike the ESI-philanthropy type, this type appears to be prepared to actively engage in changing 
the status quo rather than change their minds about ethical issues. This type is simultaneously 
looking for business opportunities and operating within a larger social vision without 
distinguishing between these actions. They do not see their approach as blending disparate values 
as suggested by Emerson (2006).  Whereas Emerson (2006) describes a new mainstream world 
where economic, social and environmental values come together afresh, the world of these micro-
business owner-operators needs no rebuilding to achieve this wholeness. Doing good and doing 
business as a unitary focus is what they already do.  
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Micro-business owner-operators of this type perceive themselves as change agents and educators 
(Lange and Fenwick 2008).  
We want to do these things and tell people here about what is going on. But I am also 
talking about spreading the word here through the business. A lot of people have no idea 
what is going on in places around the world…and people are interested...there is the 
potential to bring forward so much knowledge to people…We want to do it as part of this 
business (Respondent 29). 
I want to encourage people who don’t recycle for example to do so. We keep egg 
containers and give them to an early childhood centre for example. We support recycling 
workshops. We want to become a positive message (Respondent 31). 
 
Similar to Lange and Fenwick’s (2008) small business owner-operator entrepreneurs, this ESI-
social entrepreneurship type holds visions for social change that are melded with a pragmatism 
where they prefer to act as exemplars within their communities through trading in socially 
responsible goods and services, rather than preaching to others or through explicit activism.  
 
This type were prepared to go further with their mBCR involvements but commented they needed 
help from government to do so. One respondent in particular called for recognition of a social role 
for micro-business owner-operators. 
I think the government here has really lost the plot. They are not really interested in 
community oriented things unless big business is involved. … They won’t support me 
because I am a business… it will cost me $100 a week to make the upstairs room here 
available for community programs…I can’t afford it but can’t get support. I am not 
eligible [for grants] (Respondent 33). 
 
A number of respondents perceived that a lack of government support was hindering their mBCR 
efforts for three principal reasons. Firstly, they saw governments as unaware of a need to work 
with very small businesses in different ways to large businesses. Secondly, they felt their roles in 
their communities were different to pure for-profit businesses and that governments didn’t 
recognise this, as demonstrated by the fact that they were ineligible for government grants to assist 
with their mBCR involvements.  Thirdly, some perceived a lack of government support as forcing 
them to compete with publicly funded not-for-profit organisations.  
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The main problem at the moment is the charities, they are like multi-nationals. They don’t 
have to pay GST5 and I do. I am a business and they are a charity. They are allowed to sell 
as many second-hand [respondent’s product] as they want with no GST (Respondent 15). 
Also if we look to government support when we do community things as I do, I can’t get 
it. But, if you are St Vinnies6 or something like that you can… (Respondent 33). 
 
Others saw governments as worse than unhelpful, regarding them as highly wasteful of time and 
money. Negative perceptions of government held by many respondents emerged as potentially 
strong barriers to collaborative mBCR inter-sectoral partnerships. 
Well, [government is] just there as a speed bump in your life. They’re not there to help. 
They’re there for another hand-out, another couple of hundred bucks …I don’t have any 
time for them [and wouldn’t be interested in partnering with them on mBCR] 
(Respondent 17). 
…I investigated getting someone working here through a government program and they 
said it was better for [the potential employee] to keep getting government benefits because 
I could only offer them three months initially.  You just throw your hands in the 
air…Government for me is just a place for people who can’t get a real job (Respondent 
37). 
 
The primary differences between the three types identified in this study are summarised in Table 
4. 
 
Table 4  Summary of key difference and traits of typology 
 
ESI-only ESI-philanthropy ESI-social entrepreneurship 
mBCR approach 
Less to say about mBCR 
perceptions and limited 
involvement in mBCR. 
Little active involvement in 
community. Includes artisans who 
want to be left alone to do what they 
love. 
Does not see that making profits 
and contributing to community 
are at odds. 
Only driven to community 
involvement by enlightened 
self-interest (ESI). 
Reacts to community requests. 
Arms length involvement with 
community but will modify their 
priorities if convinced of local, 
legitimate and effective responses. 
Has plans and guidelines for 
mBCR and does not wait to be 
asked to be involved by their 
community. 
Strong need to defend 
minimal mBCR. 
Wants to be liked for both business 
returns and to feel good about 
themselves. 
mBCR is an accepted, 
important, integrated part of 
their lifestyle. 
Support based on business 
returns. 
Satisfied with their work and 
lifestyle and want things to stay that 
way. 
Perceive themselves as change 
agents and educators. 
Separates business and 
personal ethics. 
Most can separate between business 
and personal ethics and they make 
deliberate effort to do so. 
Their work is their life and it 
combines many measures of 
success including social, 
environmental and economic 
factors 
                                                 
5 Goods and services tax, which charities are exempt from under Australian tax law. 
6 St.Vincent de Paul Society. 
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Acts individually only. Does 
not imitate behaviour of 
other micro-business owner-
operators. 
Influenced by what other 
stakeholders think but weary of 
networking. 
Does not imitate behaviour of other 
micro-business owner-operators. 
Will work with others as long as 
others are not a hindrance to 
goals. 
Displays social entrepreneurial 
traits. 
Does not imitate behaviour of 
other micro-business owner-
operators. 
mBCR motivations, barriers, intensifiers 
Identifies many barriers to 
mBCR and is able to 
dismiss requests for 
assistance quickly. 
Considers many intensifiers, 
motivators and barriers especially 
legitimacy and affordability. Can be 
overcome and withdraw when 
bombarded by community requests. 
Personally identify community 
needs and opportunities to 
respond. Leads activities to 
create lasting change.  
Support is for legitimate 
community needs where 
support will lead to business 
returns 
Not entirely about profit 
maximising. Feels responsibilities to 
the community but these are 
blurred. 
Decides on the legitimacy and 
likely effectiveness of responses 
based on personal experience 
and research. 
Wants to avoid being 
ostracised  
Doesn’t always feel part of the 
community but recognises their 
local, geographical and personal 
connections. 
Feels part of the community 
they are supporting. Community 
connection is not always local. 
Connected with communities 
worldwide and virtually. 
Avoids relationships with 
people and place to avoid 
expectations of them 
Looking for work-life balance. Chooses to be actively involved 
in their chosen communities to 
‘make a difference’. 
 
Conclusion 
This study has identified the phenomena of mBCR and provides a basis on which to build practice 
and theory where there largely is none. Underlying assumptions of theory on responsible business 
behaviour, based on theory of CSR and SBSR have not uncovered important dimensions of 
mBCR.  The lack of separation between business and personal ethical decisions particularly 
amongst the ESI-social entrepreneurship type within the mBCR typology, makes mBCR quite 
different to CSR and SBSR and suggests mBCR can be better understood when seeing the micro-
business owner-operator as a person rather than a business entity. Micro-business owner-operators 
appear to be largely uninfluenced by company policies, employee contractual arrangements and 
sophisticated management systems. Hence, this study uncovers the peculiarities of mBCR.  
 
In a micro-business the decisions and therefore, the responsibility, come down to one person, the 
owner-operator. In the main micro-business owner-operators are people of action, they don’t wait 
for permission or approval, they choose their mBCR involvements as community needs are 
identified and legitimised. The challenge is to encourage more of this without interfering in the 
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very independent lifestyles of the characters involved. Future research should look deeper at these 
players of social change. Considering their sheer numbers and their geographic diffusion, the 
impacts on communities of mBCR, although not yet understood, should not be ignored or under-
estimated.  
 
The three types of mBCR identified in this study and relationships between them provide the basis 
for a mBCR typology. The ESI-only type is involved with mBCR because they perceive it as 
being good for their business and that is good for them. This type aims at doing business and 
behaving responsibly or doing good things for others. The ESI-philanthropy type typically support 
mBCR where it does not interfere with their business and when they can help others and derive 
pleasure from doing so. This type aims at doing business and being good. Finally, the ESI-social 
entrepreneurship type sees their business as reflecting who they are and, as such, does not 
distinguish between personal and business decisions. This type focuses simultaneously on doing 
business and doing good. The ESI-social entrepreneurship type supports mBCR when they 
perceive they can make a significant difference through their actions. The social and proactive 
elements of the ESI-social entrepreneurship type have not previously been identified in the 
literature. 
 
Despite the heterogeneity of the micro-business sector, by focussing on the main reason for 
mBCR involvement, a theoretical framework of three very distinct types emerged in this study 
where types are distinguished by their intent in terms of doing business, doing well, being good 
and doing good. Figure 3 summarises this typology.  
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Figure 3  mBCR Typology 
 
For practitioners, if mBCR is to increase, these findings suggest the need to restructure the 
community wellbeing agenda in recognition of this typology. Both the ESI-philanthropy and ESI-
social entrepreneurship types respond to motivations, barriers and intensifiers that governments 
can influence. Research should also look at forces of change on mBCR, the threats to its 
continuation and the challenges of retaining and stimulating mBCR as local businesses continue to 
be lost in local communities worldwide. 
 
With more government support directly to micro-businesses for community wellbeing projects, 
the ESI-social entrepreneurship type in particular may become more personally involved with 
mBCR.  There was a recognisable frustration amongst this type with the lack of understanding of 
governments that micro-businesses often aim to do business and do good simultaneously. They 
called for recognition and support for their mBCR efforts particularly compared with the greater 
government acknowledgement of CSR.  
 
Micro businesses, on such a large scale as they exist potentially have a very significant impact, 
and are extremely important given community development is often dependent on those that are 
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part of communities.  Public sector support and resources are limited and large private sector 
businesses often overlook a genuine interest in the local community where it may have no direct 
return to their business.  Hence there is an important role for micro-businesses to play in the 
communities they operate in and identify with.  This is particularly important given micro-
businesses (or their owner-operators) aren’t necessarily aspiring to be SMEs; often they have 
made a deliberate choice to balance business and social (community) interests.  In addition, many 
micro-business owner-operators see themselves as artisans choosing to run a business primarily to 
continue their art as part of what might be seen as a cultural or social economy. As such, micro-
business owner-operators are both an important economic and social resource. 
 
Jane Jacobs’ (1961) vignette on Bernie and Ann Jaffe, describes how the micro-business owner-
operators of a New York neighbourhood shop are deeply embedded in important social roles in 
their communities. Some 50 years later in suburban Brisbane, some micro-business owner-
operators still aspire to a place at the heart of their communities and are supporting their 
communities in many ways. The vibrancy and inclusiveness of some suburban streets may be in 
large part attributable to the decisions of micro-business owner-operators, some providing food 
and shelter for the homeless, some identifying and responding to the bespoke needs of youth in 
their communities, some sharing what they have, and some needing to actively change things for 
the better when they see an opportunity to make a positive difference.  
 
One respondent of the ESI-social entrepreneurship type advised it can take him an hour to walk to 
the post office and back (a distance of approximately 50 metres) by the time he greets and talks to 
everyone he meets on his journey. He avoids public servants who in his mind should get a real 
job, and he will not participate in government led projects. He has also recognised a need for and 
is establishing a community trust for abused indigenous children, if accepted by elders. It is hoped 
that this study will lead to further research on how change agents like the research participant 
described above of the ESI-social entrepreneurship type can be assisted in their mBCR 
involvements. 
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Limitations 
Although this research has postulated on the proportional split of types across the 36 interview 
participants, that information does not suggest this is the pattern for mBCR as a whole. A larger 
more stratified sample of micro-businesses owner-operators across a wider geographic area would 
be required to estimate the propensity of the types that emerged, as well as identify any additional 
types. The study was also limited by the low number of ESI-only types identified from the 
interview participants. It is not surprising as this group was found to be more likely to be 
disinterested in and sceptical of research and to therefore decline an interview request. This factor 
and the nature of these respondents, who spoke less about their mBCR perceptions, resulted in a 
lesser amount of data for this group. There is little to suggest however that a mailed survey or 
other research tool would have been more successful in attracting respondents. Possibly, research 
on the ESI-only type will necessarily need to focus on a large research population to obtain 
enough data to reveal the fuller details of this type.  
 
This research is also limited in a temporal sense. As the data consists of perceptions, and as 
perceptions can be influenced by a wide range of motivations and barriers, the findings can only 
be viewed as a snap-shot in time.  As identified by Spence and Rutherfoord (2001), altered 
circumstances may lead to the dominant approach of a micro-business owner-operator changing. 
This may be even more apparent for some micro-businesses, given their greater vulnerability to 
economic, social and environmental conditions. In addition, this research does not consider how 
long a respondent may have been centred in their particular approach and therefore how resilient 
or unchanging their perceptions were.  Further, this research does not consider the impact of 
demographic or cultural differences on mBCR although it does recognise these factors as likely to 
be a significant influence on mBCR.  
Areas for further study 
Based on this a typology was identified. In regard to areas for further inquiry based on this 
typology, it is important that research moves to questions of why this typology exists. Such 
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research would go deeper into understanding the combination of issue, personal, organisational 
and contextual factors that leads to differentiation amongst the three types.  A deeper 
understanding of why this differentiation exists might assist in developing interventions aimed at 
changing mBCR type preferences over time or circumstantially, including cultural differences. 
Such research could also inform the degree to which micro-business owner-operators might move 
between different mBCR types if they do. This research could also investigate reasons why the 
ESI-social entrepreneurship mBCR type has emerged specifically in this study of micro-business 
owner-operators rather than in studies of larger businesses. 
 
Further, the typology that emerged here needs to be more widely tested. The primary reason for 
mBCR was the pivotal point around which types emerged in this study. These three reasons 
emerged from the data and the researchers identified distinctions between them. More evidence on 
the propensity of these primary reasons amongst micro-business owner-operators could provide 
insights into the relative spread of mBCR types and throw more light on the factors that 
differentiate type, along with those factors at the boundaries that might represent tipping points 
towards a certain type factor under certain circumstances. For example, more detail on how the 
nuances of a location and its history influence micro-business owner-operator perceptions of their 
approach, such as who they see as beneficiaries, is needed.  
 
Other than a clear desire amongst some micro-business owner-operators to have more voice in 
local decision-making, context was largely not recognised as a factor of influence by micro-
business owner-operators. This in part reflected a lack of relationships between micro-business 
owner-operators and government. In the absence of a micro-business and government dialogue, 
and in view of the avoidance of government by micro-business owner-operators, the growth of 
mBCR may be more dependent on keeping government involvement and support at arm’s length. 
Micro-business owner-operators may be more inclined to be involved in government supported 
community wellbeing if projects are managed by a third sector organisation, particularly one that 
is closely connected to preferred mBCR recipients.  Research could use a social economy model 
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to identify factors that support new mBCR relationships that minimise involvement by 
governments. 
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